I 


REMARKS 

1 . Claim 1 has been amended to clarify that the polymer components of the claimed 
medical device are in admixture, and to incorporate the weight percent ranges for the polymer 
components which were set forth in original claim 10. Accordingly, claim 10 has been canceled 
and the dependency of claim 1 1 has been changed. Claim 18 has been added to set forth a 
medical device where the polymer components are in layers. Claims 2-4 have been canceled, 
and as a result, claims 5 and 1 5 have been amended. 

2. Claims 2-4 were objected to under 35 CFR 1 .75(c) as being of improper dependent form 
for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Since claims 2-4 have been 
canceled, this objection may now be withdrawn. 

3. Claims 1-9, 14 and 15 werfe rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Kelly (U.S. Patent 6,071,266) and the product information sheet for Dow Corning MB50-002. 
Kelly discloses extruding a layer containing Dow Corning MB-50-002, which is a dispersion of 
polydimethylsiloxane in polyethylene, onto a medical device. 

Further, claims 10, 1 1, 13, 16 and 17 were objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but were deemed allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of 
the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. The Examiner has correctly pointed 
out that the weight percent of silicone in Dow Corning MB-50-002 must be measurably less 
than 40 weight percent of the blend. Kelly neither teaches nor suggests blends with about 40 
weight percent silicone or higher (even if, as the Examiner postulates, the silicone in MB-50- 
002 is an hydroxyl-terminated polysiloxane). Since the amended claims now recite a weight 
percent range in the coating mixture for the silicone polymer of from about 40 to about 86 
weight percent, the amended claims are now patentably distinguished over Kelly and the Dow 
Corning product information sheet. Accordingly, the rejection of claims 1-9, 14 and 15 may 
now be withdrawn. 

4. Claim 12 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in the alternative, 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Kelly and the Dow Corning product information sheet. 
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It appears as if the Examiner inadvertently examined this claim as if it were dependant on claim 
1 ♦instead of claim 1 1 . Since claim 1 2 depends from claim 1 1 , and claim 1 1 was deemed to be 
allowable as indicated in the preceding paragraph, claim 12 should have been deemed to be 
allowable as well. Accordingly, claim 12 patentably distinguishes over Kelly and the product 
information sheet for the reasons expressed in the preceding paragraph. Withdrawal of the 
rejection of claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Kelly and the Dow Corning product information sheet, is. 
respectfully requested. 

♦ 

5. Since all formal requirements appear to have been met, Applicants respectfully request a 
Notice of Allowance at the Examiner's earliest convenience. 
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